Commission 1954/7 found a wide divergence of opinions as to the intellectual limits of feeblemindedness. Dr. Earl claimed that bad as the British Mental Deficiency Acts 1913-38 have been "they at least avoid the grotesque error, still extant in some of the United States, of giving legal sanction to the I.Q.". This tendency to rely excessively on the concept of I.Q. is still very strong in Canada, especially amongst those without the psychiatric background.
Dr. Earl's untimely death has interrupted further development of his ideas and additional chapter on training and Appendices on testing and "Moron Battery" are provided by Dr. H. C. This complex book reports an original experimental evaluation of drug effects on the performance of normal volunteers in a large variety of psychological tests. Fifty-six subjects were distributed among 4 treatment groups: placebo,caffeine (roughly equivalent to 2 cups of coffee), small dose of alcohol (roughly equivalent to 2 martinis), and large dose of alcohol (approximating 4 martinis). Each subject underwent two testing sessions without treatment, and two testing sessions with drug or placebo treatment. The results are presented in terms of comparative performances on each test with and without treatment.
In brief, the principal findings were the following. Caffeine tended to increase the spontaneity and speed of associative thought processes, and facilitated the "immediate intentional recall of a rapid influx of auditory information". The heavy dose of alcohol, in contrast, impaired ability to assimilate and organize such a flood of new material. Intellectual capacities were not uniformly affected by either ,drug, and in general the most sensitive indicators of drug action were the timed tests in which rate of thought, rather than quality, was stressed. In addition, various incidental aspects of performance gave indications of alcohol effect: for example, subjects attempting to compensate for their impairment of coordination were able to maintain their writing speed, but at the cost of a highly significant increase in spreading-out of their script.
These findings are convincing, and generally in harmony with the previously published work of other investigators. The author apparently intended, however, to perform a definitive experiment which would encompass the fragmentary findings of others and provide clear and comprehensive answers to the questions raised. In this intention, as the author acknowledges, he has not succeeded, and the reasons are of various types.
Pharmacologically, the objection may be raised that the work was too ambitious, in that a large number of tests were done in random distribution during a relatively long period in which the blood alcohol and caffeine levels and the corresponding drug effects were falling rapidly. This undoubtedly contributed to the variance and thus to the lack of statistically significant findings in many of the tests.
Evaluation of some of the results appears rather arbitrary. For most psychological functions measured, drug effects on individual tests are not statistically significant. In order to enhance the demonstrable differences between treatments, the author therefore pools numbers of tests into "composites", which frequently do show statistically signi-ficant drug effects. However, this pooling is not explained by any supporting arguments to show either that the various tests being pooled did in fact measure the same psychological function, or that the relative weightings assigned to individual test results in each "composite" score are justifiable theoretically. In addition, a number of the test results are discussed in terms which imply that the drug effects are meaningful, despite the fact that they were not statistically significant. This is most disturbing. If statistical criteria are used, they should be used consistently, and not at the convenience of the author. The only permissible conclusion in such cases is not that a drug had such-and-such effect though "not quite significant", but that there was a suggestion of such-and-such effect though present experimental methods are inadequate to prove it. This is an important differentiation. It becomes even more important when the author chooses to disallow certain findings (p. 92) which are at variance with his hypothesis, despite the fact that they were statistically "significant".
The discussion, despite the misleading statement on the jacket, is not intended to constitute a detailed review of the literature. On the whole it is a good discussion, but certain omissions are regrettable. The author argues well against the Jacksonian hierarchical concept of neurological organization, but makes no reference to contemporary neurophysiological concepts which would have strengthened his case greatly. His findings concerning the lack of impairment (possibly even facilitationthough "not significant!") of intellectual association by small doses of alcohol should have evoked a discussion of similar findings by Carpenter et al.; and his discussion of a possible biphasic response to increasing dosage of alcohol includes no reference to an identical cc~('ept advanced earlier by Grenell.
The style is essentially that of a technical paper rather than of a monograph.
(Indeed, it is not dear why this work was published as a book rather than in a psychological journal.) A considerable knowledge of psychological test procedures is presumed, and most of the book is written in an overly concise non-~ar rative style that makes for heavy gomg.
Perhaps the principal criticism, however, should be directed against the title of the book because it leads the reader (at least this reviewer) to anticipate incorrectly the author's main thesis. Expecting a major contribution to the understanding of the effects of caffeine and of alcohol, one is disappointed to find that it adds little to what has already been written. Only towards the end of the book does one begin to realize that Dr. Nash's major interest is really directed toward the evaluation of psychological testing, rather than toward the drugs employed. In this context the book is very sound and useful. It includes a thorough discussion of the limitations of double-blind technique, and a very sober examination of the sources of error in the methods used, and of the relevance of these tests to functioning in everyday situations. One is left with a strong feeling of uncertainty about the meaning of tests which are neither completely analytical (in terms of measurement of specific neurophysiological functions) nor accurately synthetic reproductions of real-life tests (including the very important features of affect and motivation, which are very lightly treated here).
This book will perhaps be of considerable interest to clinical and experimental psychologists, but psychiatrists and neuropharmacologists will likely find it of only peripheral concern.
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